PATENT 

Attorney Docket No. 08049.0939-00 
Amendment: Filed February 6, 2007 

REMARKS 

Applicants submit this Amendment in response to the Office Action mailed 
August 9, 2006. In this Amendment, Applicants amend claims 1-3, 6, and 8-12 to more 
clearly define their invention. Claims 1-15 remain pending. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner objected to the specification and rejected 
claims 1, 2, 6, 8, and 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, "as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention." Office Action, page 2. In addition, the Examiner rejected 
claims 1, 2, 6, and 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 2,626,176 to Braun ("Braun"); rejected claims 3-5 and 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Braun in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,081 ,975 to Norrbv 
("Norrby"); and rejected claims 9-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 4,083,312 to Holman. Jr. ("Holman") in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 873,488 to Beaumont ("Beaumont") and further in view of Norrby. 

At the outset, Applicants bring to the Examiner's attention that the Office Action 
did not set a shortened statutory period for reply. See Office Action Summary (page 1 ). 
Thus, a petition for extension of time is not necessary and has not been concurrently 
filed with this Amendment. See 37 C.F.R. § 1 .134. 

Further, Applicants note that claims 1,9, and 10 have been amended to recite "a 
loop portion with an end attached to a shank portion." Support for these amendments 
can be found in the Applicants' specification at, for example, paragraphs 015 and 017, 
and Figures 1 and 2. Thus, there is no issue of new matter. 
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Objection to the Specification 

In the Office Action, the Examiner objected to the specification, requesting that 
"[t]he phrase 'an embodiment consistent with the invention is' . . . be deleted from line 
1 ." Office Action, page 2. Applicants have amended the specification in accordance 
with the Examiner's request (see attached Replacement Abstract), and, therefore, 
Applicants request the Examiner to withdraw the objection. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S 112 

Regarding the rejection of claims 1-33 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, 
the Examiner alleges that the claims are indefinite since there is insufficient antecedent 
basis for "the upper portion" in claim 1 , "the horizontal portion," "the thickness," and " the 
upper portion" in claim 2; "the length" in claim 6; "the shank" in claim 8; and the 
"removable loop" in claim 10. " See Office Action, pages 2-3. Applicants have 
accordingly amended claims 1 , 2, 6, 8, and 10 to moot this rejection in an effort to 
advance prosecution. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to 
withdraw this rejection. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. g 102(b) 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection of claims 1 , 2, 6, and 7 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Braun because Braun does not teach at least "a 
loop portion with an end attached to a shank portion," as recited in amended claim 1 . In 
discussing the rejection of claim 1, the Examiner alleges that Braun discloses "a loop 
portion 17" that is an "integral portionfl of a one-piece unit (Fig. 1)." Office Action, page 
3. 
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Even if the Examiner's characterization of Braun is correct, and Applicants do not 
concede that it is, the end of eye 17 is not attached to any portion of bar 10. In 
particular, Braun merely discloses that bar 10 "is transversely bent around the dotted 
line indicated at 13 to provide an eye 17." Col. 3, lines 8-10; see also Figure 3. 
Therefore, Braun fails to teach at least "a loop portion with an end attached to a shank 
portion," as recited in amended claim 1 . (Emphasis added). 

Accordingly, Braun cannot anticipate amended claim 1 . Moreover, dependent 
claims 2, 6, and 7 are allowable at least due to their dependence from independent 
claim 1 . 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S lOSfa) 

Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's rejection of claims 3-5 and 8 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Braun In view of Norrby, and the 
rejection of claims 9-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Holman In 
view of Beaumont and further in view of Non-by. No prima facie case has been 
established for either of the rejections. 

A prima facie case of obviousness cannot be established for claims 1 , 9, and 10 
because, among other things, none of Braun, Norrby, Holman, or Beaumont, either 
alone or in combination, teaches or suggests "a loop portion with an end attached to a 
shank portion," as recited in amended claims 1 , 9, and 10. As previously discussed, 
Braun falls to teach such features. Further, the Examiner concedes that "Holman does 
not teach a strap movement-restraining member," which, as recited in claims 9 and 10, 
includes a loop portion. 
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Concerning Norrby, the Examiner alleges that "loop portion is made by welding 

(col 3, lin 10-14) an end of round rod (col 2, lin 39-40) back onto a shank 4 of the 

apparatus." Office Action, page 5. Applicants respectfully disagree. Norrby discloses a 

single round rod with "cross piece [1] and . . . legs [2, 2'] [that] form a substantially 

triangular loop part, generally designated 3" (col. 2, lines 45 and 46) and that "the legs 

2, 2' in turn transform into two rod portions 4, 4' which together form a lower hook part 

generally designated 5" (col. 2, lines 47 and 48, emphasis added). Further, Norrby 

discloses that " rod portions [4, 4'] are advantageously permanently interconnected, for 

instance by means of spot welds or other welds." (Col. 3, lines 12-14, emphasis 

added). Thus, while rod portions 4, 4' may be welded together and are transformed 

from legs 2, 2', Norrby does not disclose welding a portion of loop part 3 to any other 

portion of the hook. Accordingly, Norrby fails to teach or suggest "a loop portion with an 

end attached to a shank portion," as recited in amended claims 1 , 9, and 10. (Emphasis 

added). 

Regarding Beaumont, the end(s) of hook 1 is/are not attached to any of members 
2, 3, or 4. See Figures 1-6. Therefore, Beaumont also falls to teach or suggest "a loop 
portion with an end attached to a shank portion," as recited in amended claims 1, 9, and 
10. 

Therefore, claims 1,9, and 10 are allowable over Braun, Norrby, Holman, and 
Beaumont, either alone or in combination. Claims 3-5, 8, and 1 1-15 are thus allowable 
at least due to their corresponding dependence from claims 1 and 10. 
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Conclusion 

In view of tlie foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully 
request entry of this Amendment, and the timely allowance of the pending claims. 

Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and charge 

any additional required fees to our deposit account 06-0916. 

Respectfully submitted, 

FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW, 
GARRETT & DUNNER, L.L.P. 



Dated: February 6, 2007 By: '^g-^ 



Roger P. Bonenfant 
Reg. No. 58,030 



Attached: Replacement Abstract 
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